
OPC Exhibit (A,  

VERIZON WASHINGTON, DC INC. 

FORMAL CASE NO. 962 

RESPONSE TO OPC DATA REQUEST NO. 1 

September 5,2001 

1 - 1. ‘Wot Using Verizon Operator” Scenario. 
In the calculation for ‘Total Direct Expenses” and ’% Avoided,” why is the Intrastate 
Amount (column G) SO for Accounts 6621/6622 -Call ComD\etiodNumber Svcs. and for 
Account 6220 - @erator Systems ratha than including the Intrastate Amount and entfrelv 
avoiding the expense (as was done in the January filing)? 

RESPONSE: Verizon DC geneally objects to requests that seek information about the 

January 2001 filing. Without waiving the objection, the calculation in the July 16,2001 

filing is consistent with the Eighth Circuit’s decision. The applicable standards to 

consider in determining the resale discount are (1) the costs that arc actually avoided - 

not those that could poremially be avoided, and (2) that Verizon will continue to have 

retail customers. These have bem considered in the July filing. Prior to the Supreme 

Court’s decision the applicable standard was one of potentially avoidable costs assuming 

a 100% wholesale company. 

in the current study, if the meller opts not to use Verizon Operaton, then all of the costs, 

expenses, rcvenue~ etc. associated with operator services are not part of the equation. 

This is analogous to the situation with interstate smiccs, non-regulated services, and so 

on. The g d  is to identify the avoided costs associated with the services that are to be 

resold and to develop a relationship between the avoided costs of those services and the 

rcveau~ associated with those services. 
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VERIZON WASHINGTON, DC INC. 

FORMAL CASE NO. 962 

RESPONSE TO OPC DATA REQUEST NO. 1 

September 5,2001 

1-5. Itemize all revisions (mathematical and methodolokcal changes) that were made between 
the J a n w  29, 2001. resale discount study and the revised Julv 16, 2001, resale discount 
study and provide a detailed mianation for each revision. 

RESPONSE: Verizon DC generally objects to all requests that seek information about 

the January 2001 filing. Without waiving the objection, the scenario in which Operator 

shortfall was included was changed. The workpaper detailing the development of the 

Operator shortfall was streamlined, eliminating material which did not impact the final 

result. 

As a result of the Eighth Circuit’s decision, only those indirect expenses that vary with the 

level of retail output arc avoided. Previously all indirect expense categories were 

considered avoidable based on a pmentage avoidance of direct expense categories. The 

testimony filed on July 16,2001 provides a more detailed explanation. 

Operator Services was treated in the January 29,2001 filing as avoidable when the reseller 

opts not to w Verizon DC’s operators. Further, as a result of the Eighth Circuit’s 

decision, Operator Services in the July 16,2001 filing, arc treated as services that are not 

being resold rather than as being avoided. Previously they were treated as avoidable when 

the reseller opts not to use Vcrizon D.C. opmtors. 

All Function coda  were examined from the perspective of an “avoided” rather than 
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VERIZON WASHINGTON, DC INC. 

FORMAL CASE NO. 962 

RESPONSE TO OPC DATA REQUEST NO. 1 

September 5,2001 

“avoidable” standard in the July 16, 2001 filing. 

All Function codes were examined based on the Company continuing to offer services on 

a retail basis and not solely as a 100% wholesale provider. 
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VERIZON WASHINGTON, DC INC. 

FORMAL CASE NO. 962 

RESPONSE TO OPC DATA REQUEST NO. 1 

September 20,2001 

1-13. ExDIain whv the indmct cost account. "General & Administrative" (Account 6728) IS 

onlv 16.66% and 17.32% avoided in the wholesale market. 

RESPONSE: Based on thcrevised mthodology, only those cosu in Account 6728 that an 

actually avoided when a rescller provides the service to the end user VCISUS Verizon arc 

considered. Namely, general and adahktrative costs directly associated with "avoided" 

personnel, such as sickness aud disability payments, are considaed avoided. othercostsin 

this account arc not considered avoided in dctcmining the resale discount. 

FOLLOW-UP REQUEST: 

Please Drovide the studv and identifv stm- bv-steu how the avoided mrcc nu were 
determined for each subaccount in '%eneral& Admuu ' 'srratjve" (Account 6728) 

RESPONSE The study was pvidcd in Verizon DC Exhibit C, specificrlly. on 

CD #2 in the f o lk  marked "RETAIL DISCOUNT STUDY." See Tab 6 - Avoided 

Cost by FC. lines 882 through 985. An explanation of how the avoided 

indirect pments w m  calculated is provided on pages 233 and 234 of Veriz0n DC 

Exhibit D. 
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VERIZON WASHINGTON, DC INC. 

FORMAL CASE NO. 962 

RESPONSE TO OPC DATA REQUEST NO. 1 

September 5,2001 

1-36. What does "Utilization, Equipment Common" represent? What is the basis? 

RESPONSE: Digital Loop Carrier equipment (DLC) has an initial material 8: labor 

investment for shelves, power equipment, monitoring equipment, and transmission circuit 

cards ("plug-ins"). This investment is called "Hardware & Common Equipment", or 

"Equipment, Common" in the LCAM studies. The value used is the jurisdiction average of 

the feeder fill factor, because the DLC pairs function as feeder and are included in the feeder 

t i l l  calculation. 
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VERIZON WASHINGTON, DC INC. 

FORMAL CASE NO. 962 

SUPPLE.MEW.4L RESPONSE TO OPC DATA REQUEST NO. 1 

September 12,2001 

1-20, "The fiber strand utilization factor is developed based on actual data such as that reponed 
.' on the ARMS 43-08 reDon." (Verizon DC Exhibit C-1 -Recurring. Yon-Recumne. and 

OSS Cost Studies. D. 38). Whv doesn't the cost studv utilize a forward-looking factor for 
fiber strand utilization (as it does other factors such as the RT channel unit and copper feeder 
utilization )? 

RESPONSE: Verizon DC will provide a response to this request on September 12.3001. 

Fiber cable has been deployed for many years in Verizon's operation and the utilization rate 

has been stable. There is nothing in the forward looking technology model or in the demand 

characteristics that drive fiber utilization that suggest a significant change. up or down. in 

this utilization rate in the future. Therefore in the judgement of Verizon's engineering 

experts. the current actual utilization was used as the best available estimate ofthe fornard 

looking utilization. 



AFFIDAVIT 

STATE OF VLRGINIA ) 
) ss 

C0L;VTY OF .UU&GTON ) 

Allen G. Buckalew. being first duly sworn. on oath deposes and says that he has read hls 

foregoing direct testimony on behalf of the Ofice of the People's Counsel of the District of 
Columbia identified as OPC Exhibit (A) in Formal Case No. 962 before the Public Service 
Commission of the District of Columbia; that if asked the questions therein his answers in 
response would be as shown; and that the facts contained in the answers are true and correct to 
the best of his knowledge. information and belief 

( h e n  G. Buckalew 

Subscribed and sworn to before me. the undersigned notary public, this &ay of October. 

100 I 

My Commission Expires: {!& 





Federal Communications Commission 
WC DOCKET NO. 02-384 

12583 

OPC Attachment D 

October 23, 2002 

COMMUNICATION COMPANIES THAT HAVE WITHDRAWN OR ABANDONED 
SERVICE APPLICATION IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Urban Media o f the  District 
of Columbia. Inc. 

Ntegrity Telecontent 
Service\. Inc. 

P r i m  Opentions. Inc. 

linitcd State\  
Tclecomniunications. Inc. 
(d/b/a Tel Coni Plus) 

Verizon Advanced Data. Inc. 

Network Pluh .  Inc. 

Telergy Network Services, 
Inc. 

Mrs\INET-CLEC, Inc. 

Northpoint Communications. 
Inc. 

Picus Communications. LLC 

Zompany Name PSC Order No. Order Date 
Eagle Communications, Inc. I 12620 December 16, 2002 

12093 August 9.2001 

I2049 July 2,2001 

I2027 June 8,2001 

I2404 May 15, 2002 

I226X December 14, 2001 

I2556 September 26, 2002 

I2555 September 23,2002 

I2070 July 25, 2001 

12012 May21,2001 

I2007 Mav 18.2001 

~~ ~ ~~ 

Adelphia Business Solutions ~~~~ I November 25,2002 
Operations. Inc. 

~ 

American Communication 
Services of D.C. (d/b/a 
e.spire) 

Teleseon Carrier Services I 12559 I October 2. 2002 

OneStar Long Distance, Inc. I 12544 I August 23.2002 

Vitts Networks. Inc. I I2099 I August 16,2002 

2"" Century Communications. 12100 August 16.200 1 
Inc. 



Conectiv Communications, 
InC. I 11996 

Global NAPS South, Inc. I 11929 

HD Marketing, LLC I 1 1954 

Dynamic Telco Services, Inc. I 11917 

Digital Broadband 
Communications I 11903 

PetroNet Operating 
Corporations I 11904 

I 

May 10,2001 

March 30,2001 

March 22,2001 

February 13,2001 

February 1,2001 

February 1,200 I 

All applications are in Formal Case No. 892 before the D.C. Commission 




















































